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REMARKS 

SltatTis nf thft Appllpafion 

Claims 1-10 are pending, of which claims 1, 3, and 4 are rejected under 35 USC 102(b) as 
being, anticipated by Dryer et al. (US 5,128,281), claims 2, 7, and 8 are rejected under 35 USC 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Dryer et al in view of Miyamoto (US 6,280,294), and claims 5, 
6, 9, and 10 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dryer et al and 
Miyamoto, and further in view of Aguro et al (US 4,426,151) and Mizuguchi (US 5,076,026). 

Applicant has amended claims 1 and 2. No new matter adds through the amendments. For 
the reasons discussed below, withdrawal of the rejections is requested. 

Claim Rfjprtinns- 35 U.S.C, 102(h) 

Claims 1, 3, and 4 are rejected under 35 USC 102(b) as being anticipated by Diyer et al. 
(US 5,128,281). 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection for reasons disciissed below. Nevertheless, 
Applicant has amended claim 1 to more clearly define the present invention. 
The amended claim 1 reads as: 

A polishing machine for a peripheral edge of a semiconductor wafer, said 
machine comprising: 

a rotary mechanism for holding a semiconductor wafer while rotating it in 
a prescribed direction; 

a rotary body which rotates relative to the semiconductor wafer while 

TnaintfliniTig a prf>fir.nbpH gap frnm a pf^nphf'.ry nf gaiH gpmi r.nnrlnrtrtr waff^r 

having a rotary axis which is set in the same direction as the rotary axis of said 
semiconductor wafer; 

a polishing solution chaimel for chaimeling the flow of polishing solution 
to said gap; and 

a polishing solution supply portion for supplying the polishing solution to 
said polishing solution channel; 

whfiTfiiTi <!aid pnlishing snliiHnn drawn into snid gap hfttw^^fm the 
pftnphf=>rfl1 edge nf saiH sfimir;nndiTrtnr wafCT and said rotary hndy tn rnndnrtt nnn- 
cnntarf pnli Rhing nf the pedphflral edge nf said semirnndnr.tnr wafer. 

Dryer does not teach or suggest the above underlined features of claim 1. In the present 
invention as deiSned in claim 1, a prescribed gap is maintained between the rotary body and the 
peripheral edge of the wafer, a polishing solution is drawn into the gap to conduct non-contact 
polishing. While in Dryer, the polishing of the wafer edge is a contact polishing process. Dryer 
specifically teaches that, during the polishing process "[T]he wafer edges are in contact with pad 
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15a". Col. 2, lines 36-37. In the present invention, the rotary body is not in contact with the wafer 
edge. 

For at least the reasons discussed above. Dryer cannot anticipate claim 1. For at least the 
same reasons. Dryer cannot anticipate claims 3 and 4, which depend on claim 1 . In addition, 
Dryer does not teach or suggest the dynamic pressure generating grooves recited in claim 4 
either. 

Withdrawal of the rejection is requested. 



Claims 2, 7, and 8 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dryer et al 

in view of Miyamoto (US 6,280,294). 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. Nevertheless, i^>plicant has amended claim 
2 to more clearly define the present invention. 
The amended claim 2 reads as: 

A polishing machine for a peripheral edge of a semiconductor wafer, said 
machine comprising: 

a rotary mechanism for holding a semiconductor wafer while rotating it 
in a prescribed direction; 

a rotary body which rotates relative to the semiconductor wafer while 
maintaining a prescribftH gap frnm a pf^phfiry nf RaiH ?:ift micnTiHiir.tnr wafer , 
having a rotary axis which is set in the same direction as the rotary axis of said 
semiconductor wafer, 

a polishing solution tank for immersing said rotary mechanism and said 
rotary body in polishing solution; and 

a polishing solution circulation portion for circulating the polishing 
solution in and out of said polishing solution tank; 

wherein said polishing snhition is drawn into gaiH gap Kptwf^fin fhf^ 
peripheral edge of saiH semicnnHnr.tnr wafm- and saTfl mfary bnHy tn rnnHiir.t nnn- 
rnntart pnliRhing nf the peripheral edge of said semicnndiinfnr wafer 

As discussed above in connection with claim 1, Dryer does not teach or suggest the above 
underlined features of claim 2. Jn the present invention ad defined in claim 2, a prescribed gap is 
maintained between the rotary body and the peripheral edge of the wafer, a polishing solution is 
drawn into the gap to conduct non-contact polishing. While in Dryer, the polishing of the wafer 
edge is a contact polishing process. Dryer never teaches or even remotely suggest a non-contact 
pohshing process as in the present invention. 



5 



PACE 7/9 ' RCVD AT 9/16«004 5:21:21 PM [Eastern DayOflht Time) • SVR:USPTO^FXRF.1/7 • DNIS:8729308 • CSID:194M600809 * DURATION (mnvss):03-16 



9- 1 6-04 ; 2 : 1 2PM ; 



; 1 94-96600809 



Docket No. EHAROO 1 0 
US App. No. 09/856,402 

Miyamoto clearly cannot cure the deficiencies of Dryer. In fact, Miyamoto also teaches a 
contact polishing process. In Miyamoto, an inner end surface of a glass substrate is polished 
vising the abrasive liquid by rotating brush 4 or a pohshing pad m contact with the inner 
peripheral end surface, (See the Abstract). 

For at least the reasons discussed above, Diyer and Mijramoto cannot render claim 2 
obvious. For at least the same reasons, claims 7 and 8 which depend on claim 2 are also 
patentable over Dryer and Miyamoto. In addition, neither Dryer nor Miyamoto teaches or 
suggests the dynamic pressure generating grooves recited in claim 8. 

For the reasons discussed above, claims 2, 7, and 8 are patentable over Dryer and 
Miyamoto. 

Claims 5, 6, 9, and 10 are rejected imder 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dryer et 
al. and Miyamoto, and further in view of Aguro et al (US 4,426,151) and Mizuguchi (US 
5,076,026). 

Aguro and Mizuguchi were cited to supply the missing elements of Dryer and Miyamoto. 
However, none of Aguro and Mizuguchi can cure the above discussed deficiencies of I>ryer and 
Miyamoto. Therefore, there no need to further discuss whether or not Aguro and Mizuguchi truly 
teach the other elements of the clamed invention as alleged in the Office Action. 

In addition, AppUcant beUeves that Mizuguchi is non-analogous art and cannot be 
combined with Dryer to support a 35 U.S.C 103 rejection. Mizuguchi describes a microscopic 
grinding device and a method for precision (<0.01 jum) grinding a minute area in the field of 
manufacture of lenses and other optical devices, which is quite different &om polishing a pmpheral 
edge of semiconductor wafer. 

For at least the reasons discussed above, claims 1 and 2 as well as their dependent claims 5, 
6, 9, and 10 are patentable ovct Dryer, Miyamoto, Aguro, and Mizuguchi, 

Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, it is respectfiilly submitted that claims 1- 
10 are now in condition for allowance. Allowance of this application is earnestly solicited 
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